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REMARKS / ARGUMENTS 

Claims 1-3, 6-17 and 20-33 are pending in this application. By this Amendment, claims 1, 
7, 11 and 20 are amended, and claims 24-33 are added. Support for the claims can be found 
throughout the specification, including the original claims and the drawings. Withdrawal of the 
rejections in view of the above amendments and the following remarks is respectfully requested. 

The Office Action rejects claims 1, 2, 6, 7 and 21 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) over Kido et 
al, U.S. Patent Publication No. 2004/0043252 (hereinafter "Kido") in view of Sato et al., 
Japanese Patent Publication No. 09-281517 (hereinafter "Sato"). The rejection is respectfully 
traversed. 

Independent claim 1 recites, inter alia, wherein each set of stacked layer is formed directly 
on an adjacent set of stacked layers such that a first layer is positioned between respective second 
layers of adjacent sets of stacked layers. As acknowledged by the Examiner in the remarks 
regarding independent claim 1, Kido neither discloses nor suggests such features. Further, Sato 
fails to overcome the deficiencies of Kido. 

Sato discloses a transparent conductive film for a liquid crystal display device, including 
an electrode formed by a series of three layer structures 11, 12 and 13. The three layer structures 
1 1, 12 and 13 each include a central metallic film 3, 4 and 5, respectively with transparent Films 
2 positioned on either side thereof. By positioning a metallic film 3 in the middle structure 11 
which is thicker than the metallic film 4 in the top structure 12 (furthest from the substrate 1), or 
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the metallic film 5 in the bottom layer 13 (closest to the substrate 1), transmissivity of the display 
may be improved. Although the structures 11, 12 and 13 are stacked atop one another to form 
the electrode, the lower transparent film 2 of the middle structure 11 is directly atop the upper 
transparent film 2 of the bottom structure 13, with no metallic film positioned therebetween. 
Likewise, the lower transparent film 2 of the top structure 12 is directly atop the upper 
transparent film 2 of the middle structure 11, with no metallic film positioned therebetween. 
Rather, the metallic film layers 3, 4 and 5 are each positioned between the transparent films 2 of 
their respective structure, and Sato neither discloses nor suggests that each structure is formed 
directly on an adjacent structure such that a first (metal) layer is positioned between respective 
second (transparent) layers of adjacent structures. Thus, Sato neither discloses nor suggests that 
each set of stacked layer is formed directly on an adjacent set of stacked layers such that a first 
layer is positioned between respective second layers of adjacent sets of stacked layers, as recited 

in independent claim 1. 

Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that independent claim 1 is allowable over the 
applied combination, and thus the rejection of independent claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) over 
Kido and Sato should be withdrawn. Rejected dependent claims 2, 6, 7 and 21, as well as newly 
added claims 24-29 are allowable at least for the reasons set forth above with respect to 
independent claim 1, from which they depend, as well as for their added features. 
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The Office Action rejects claims 8, 11, 12, 14, 15, 20, 22 and 23 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) 
over Kido and Sato in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,522,067 to Graff et al. (hereinafter "Graff). 
The rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Independent claim 11 recites, inter alia, a second electrode having an alternate stack of at 
least one metal layer and at least one transparent thin film layer on the organic emitting layer. 
Independent claim 20 recites, inter alia, a second electrode having a plurality of alternate stacks, 
wherein each of the plurality of alternate stacks includes at least one metal layer and at least one 
transparent thin film layer on the organic emitting layer, and wherein each alternate stack is 
formed direcdy on an adjacent alternate stack such that a metal layer is interposed between 
respective transparent film layers of adjacent alternate stacks. As acknowledged by the Examiner 
in the remarks regarding independent claims 1 1 and 20, Kido neither discloses nor suggests such 
features. Further, as set forth above, Sato fails to overcome the deficiencies of Kido. More 
specifically, Sato discloses a series of three layered structures 11, 12 and 13 which form an 
electrode with a pattern of two transparent films 2 followed by a single metallic film 3, 4 or 5. 
Sato neither discloses nor suggests an alternating stack of metal and transparent thin film layers, 
let alone that a metal layer is interposed between respective transparent film layers, as recited in 
independent claims 11 and 20. Still further, Graff is merely cited as allegedly teaching a 
protective film, and thus fails to overcome the deficiencies of Kido and Sato. 
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Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that independent claims 1 1 and 20 are allowable 
over the applied combination, and thus the rejection of independent claims 1 1 and 20 under 35 
U.S.C §1 03(a) over Kido, Sato and Graff should be withdrawn. Dependent claims 12, 14, 15, 
22 and 23, as well as newly added claims 30-33, are allowable at least for the reasons set forth 
above with respect to independent claims 11 and 20, from which they respectively depend, as 
well as for their added features. 

The Office Action rejects claim 3 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) over Kido and Sato in view of 
Figure 1 of the present application, rejects claims 9 and 16 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) over Kido, 
Sato and Graff in view of Kubota et al., U.S. Patent Publication No. 2002/01 13241 (hereinafter 
"Kubota"), rejects claims 10 and 17 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) over Kido, Sato, Graff and Kubota 
in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,912,061 to Uchida et al. (hereinafter "Uchida"), and rejects claim 13 
under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) over Kido, Sato, Graff and Figure 1 of the present application. These 
rejections are respectfully traversed. 

Dependent claims 3, 9, 10 13, 16 and 17 are allowable over Kido and Sato at least for the 
reasons set forth above with respect to independent claims 1, 11 and 20, from which they 
respectively depend, as well as for their added features. Further, Figure 1 of the present 
application is merely cited as allegedly teaching a structure of an emission layer, and a protective 
layer, Graff is merely cited as allegedly teaching a three layer protective film, Kubota is merely 
cited as allegedly teaching a four layer protective film, and Uchida is merely cited as allegedly 
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teaching a composition of a protective coating. Thus, Figure 1 of the present application, Graff, 
Kubota and Uchida, either alone or in combination, fail to overcome the deficiencies of Kido 
and Sato as set forth above. Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that claims 3, 9, 10, 13, 16 
and 17 are allowable over the various applied combinations, and thus the rejections should be 
withdrawn. 

CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, it is respectfully submitted that the 
application is in condition for allowance. If the Examiner believes that any additional changes 
would place the application in better condition for allowance, the Examiner is invited to contact 
the undersigned, JOANNA K. MASON , at the telephone number listed below. 

To the extent necessary, a petition for an extension of time under 37 C.F.R. 1.136 is 
hereby made. Please charge any shortage in fees due in connection with the filing of this, 
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concurrent and future replies, including extension of time fees, to Deposit Account 16-0607 and 
please credit any excess fees to such deposit account 



P.O. Box 221200 

Chantilly, Virginia 20153-1200 

(703)766-3701 DYKJKM/ <ah:tlg 

Date: October 28, 2005 

Please direct all correspondence to Customer Number 34610 



Respectfully submitted, 
FLESHNER & KIM, LLP 




Daniel Y.J. Kim 
Registration No. 36,186 
Joanna K. Mason 
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